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PREFACE 



Thlo thooi is an analytic of the procedure fo * pro- 
motion of enlisted personnel of the United States Navy. It 
was undertaken to help determine who the, the Navy lo select- 
ing the bent qualified men for advancement in rating. Although 
investigation v/as limited to the specific area of promotions 
to the rate of chief aviation machinist’s mate, the results 
may be applied In a general way to the entire field of ad- 
vancements to chief petty officer rates. The elements of 
the promotion system are common to all ratings. 

This analysis of the Navy promotion system was confined 
to the mathematical efficiency of the system when it is used 
as a personnel selection tool. The effect of promotions on 
the morale of the enlisted men of the Navy was omitted - not 
because it was thought to be unimportant - but, on the con- 
trary, because it was considered that the effect on morale 
was of at least equal importance and should be the subject 
of a separate study. 

During preparation of this thesis, a number of persons 
gave liberally of their assistance and advice. I am indebted 
to many of the officers and men of Naval Air Transport Squad- 
ron Forty-Four for their cooperation which made the study 
possible. Foremost among them are the commanding officer. 
Captain James H. Mills, Jr., U.S. Navy, and Lieutenant uiliian 
J. Scott, U.S. Havy, the Assistant Personnel Officer. 
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To my faculty advisor, Dr. Janes £. Curfci,, Assistant 
Professor of Education, Stanford University, go my sincere 
thanks for generous devotion of hi;; time and effort and for 
his valuable suggestions. 

For helpful assistance in obtaining data for the study 
I an indebted to members of the staff of the Bureau of Naval 
Personnel, particularly Captain Charles E. McCombs, U.S. Navy, 
and Dr. Everett G. Brundage of the Research Division; Captain 
Ira E. Hobbs, U.S. Navy, Director of Enlisted Personnel; and 
Commander A. L. Gebelin, U.S. Navy, Head of the Enlisted 
Promotions Section. Lieutenant Colonel Bryghte D. Godbold, 
Office of the Director of Personnel, U.S. Marine Corps, also 
furnished valuable data and assistance. 

I wish to thank Commander Willard Y. Howell, U.S. Navy, 
a classmate in the Naval Personnel Administration Course at 
Stanford, for reviewing and criticising the original draft. 
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CHAPTER I 



THE PROBLEM AMD ITS SCOPS 
Statement of the Problem 

In any organisation.* civilian or military, promotions 
are an Important and continuing problem. In industry, labor 
and management have argued promotion for many years, with 
labor usually advocating promotion by straight seniority and 
management usually insisting on the right to promote accord- 
ing to its own judgment. Labor contends that promotion by 
management is too often promotion by favoritism, while manage- 
ment contends that promotion by seniority is unfair to the 
better men who must remain behind those with less competence 
but more seniority. 

Although the Havy has no union problem, it does have 
a problem in the promotion of its enlisted men. The Navy 
recognised long ago that in order to build and maintain high 
morale it needed a system of enlisted promotions fair to all; 
a system based on what you know 0 rather than whom you know.” 
To meet its needs, it developed a promotion system based 
primarily on professional qualifications but modified by 
length of service (seniority). 

Advancements in rating in the Havy arc made in order 
from a promotion list established by service-wide professional 



examinations . Relative* Handingo on the ^ronotion Hot are 
determined by four factors: examination grade, weighted 

73 per cent; total naval aervieo, weighted 18 per cent; length 
of service in present rate, weighted 4.5 per cent; and awards 
for heroism and good conduct, v/eighted 4.5 per cent. 

The problem centers primarily on the weightings given 
to these four factors. Many naval officers feel that the 
system gives too much weight to the pencil and paper profes- 
sional examination and too little weight to seniority. There 
are those, however, who feel that the entire system is in- 
valid and that it will not select the men best qualified for 
promotion, regardless of the weighting of the factors. The 
problem, then, can be reduced to three questions: 

1. Does the Navy promotion system distinguish between 
the men who are qualified and those who arc not? 

2. Does the Navy promotion system establish the pro- 
motion list so that the best qualified men are ad- 
vanced in rating first? 

3. If the Navy promotion system does not now promote 
the best qualified men first, can the several fac- 
tors affecting relative standing on the promotion 
list be re-weighted 30 that the best qualified men 
will be promoted first? 

Need for the Study 

During the war years the rapidly expanding Navy had 
a vacancy for every qualified man. The problem was not one 



of selection of the « qualified tUw, rather, one of train- 
ing. The wartisne rating structure provided for very narrow 
specialization allowing ra,ad training and rapid advancement . 

The situation io now changed . The postwar rating struc- 
ture, requiring broad qualifications, is in effect. Although 
the Navy is below its authorised peacetime strength, its 
size is decreasing and will probably continue to do do. 
Vacancies in the higher petty officer brackets are becoming 
fewer and the number of candidates for these vacancies is 
increasing. The problem has become one of personnel selec- 
tion and the promotion r.ysten must be tested to determine 
whether it is capable of picking out the best men. If the 
system does not do an acceptable job of selection it is fair 
neither to the men to whom it is applied nor to the service 
as a whole . 



Limitations of the Study 

The Navy promotion system encompasses sixty-two occupa- 
tional groups (ratings). Lack of time and facilities neces- 
sitated limiting this study to a single rating, that of 
aviation machinist’s mate. This rating was chosen because: 

(1) personnel in the rating wore readily available for study, 

(2) representative duties of the rating are performed both 
ashore and afloat and, (3) there are few vacancies for ad- 
vancement to chief petty officer in the rating. 

The study was further limited to the rate of chief avia- 
tion machinist’s mate for the reason that advancement to the 








inj in industry. 

The method of research required that the study be con- 
fined to personnel stationed in a single naval command. 

The chief aviation machinist’s nates taking part in this 



Naval Air Station* Moffett Field* California. 

Definitions- 

By usage in the Navy* ’’advancement” is applied to in- 
crease in grade for enlisted personnel while ’’promotion” is 
applied to increase in grade for officers. The distinction 
will not be made in this study* however, and the two words 
will be used synonomously. 

A ’’rating” is a name given to an occupation which re- 
quires basically related aptitudes, training, experience, 
knowledge and skills . ” Aviation machinist's nato” is a rat- 



A ’’pay grade” is a subdivision of a rating for pay pur- 
poses. A .rating normally is composed of four pay grades: 
chief petty officer; petty officer, first class; potty officer. 



study were all attached to Ai 



Transport Squadron Forty-Four, 



xng 



second class; and petty officer, third class 



1. Bureau of Ilaval Personnel Manual , p. 144 
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The Manna 3. of Cuallflcationc for /'.dvancenenC In dating^ - 
define;: the duties of aviation machinist’.* mates as: 

Aviation nuchiniafc’^ nafcee maintain, repair, 
test. Inspect, adjust, and install aircraft en- 
gines (reciprocating and turbine ) and accessories, 
including propellers, carburetors, pumps, oil 
coolers, and associated eq.ui 1 .nont. Operate engines 
and auxiliary power plants for operational or 
test purposes as may be appropriate. 



1. NavPors 18063. Washington: United States Government 

Printing Office, 19^7, p. IX-1. 
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TICS NAVY PROMOTION SYSTEM 



Purp ose of the Navy Promotion System 

The Navy promotion system for enlisted personnel was 
built around three fundamental principles; 

1 . Only those fully qualified to hold a higher rate 
should be advanced. 



2 , Each man should have recurring opportunities to 



compete with others in his rate for advancement, 

3. The best qualified men should be advanced first. 

In regard to the first principle, the Bureau of Naval 
Personnel Manual 1 states ; 

Personnel should be advanced in rating only 
if and when they are in all respects qualified to 
hold the higher rate to which advancement is to 
be effected. Advancements should not be made in 
the nature of rewards for faithful or extended serv- 
ice or simply because the minimum service require- 
ments have been fulfilled, without regard to the 
actual qualifications of the individual. It is 
poor personnel administration to advance a person 
.... to a position which he is not qualified 
to fill. 

The Head of the Enlisted Promotions Section, Bureau of 
Naval Personnel, 2 expressed the sane Idea in somewhat dif- 
ferent terms: 



1. Op. cit., p. 144. 

2. A. L. Gobelin, Promotions, Examinations and Changes in 
Rate and Rating of Enlisted Personnel, USN, p. 1. 



